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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

In the Office Action dated September 12, 2008, Claims 11, 15, and 18 were objected to 
for certain informalities, and Claims 1 1 and 15 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second 
paragraph as lacking clarity. In addition, Claims 1-8, 10-12, 14-17, and 19 were rejected under 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious in light of U.S. Patent No. 6,663,348 to Schwarz 
CSchwarz") in view of U.S. Patent No. 4,846,048 to Hvilsted ("Hvilsted"), and Claims 9, 13, 
and 10 were rejected under § 103(a) as being obvious in light of Schwarz in view of Hvilsted and 
further in view of U.S. Patent No. 4,662,177 to David CDavid"). 

In response, Applicant has amended independent Claims 1, 11, and 15 and dependent 
Claims 2-8 and 12 and has added new dependent Claim 20. In addition. Applicant has canceled 
Claims 9-10, 13-14, and 16-19. Each of the objections and rejections from the Office Action are 
addressed below. 

A. Objections to Claims 11, 15, and 18 

Applicant has canceled Claim 18 and amended Claims 1 1 and 15 to remove the term 
"particularly," which was objected to by the Examiner. Accordingly, Applicant respectfiiUy 
requests the Examiner to withdraw the objection to Claims 1 1 and 15. 

B. Rejection of Claims 1 1 and 15 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph 

The Examiner has rejected Claims 1 1 and 15 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph, 
asserting that the scope of each claim is unclear. In particular, on page 2 of the Office Action, 
the Examiner asserts that "[t]he claims set forth that they are directed to a subcombination (i.e., 
the sensor or the valve plate), but then go on to set forth as a limitation, the combination 
structure." In addition, the Examiner asserts that "[t]he language 'particularly applicable', makes 
it unclear if the claim[s are] directed to the plate or the sensor, or the compressor as a whole." 

Independent Claim 1 1 has been amended to remove the term "particularly" as noted 
above. In addition. Applicant has amended Claim 1 1 to clarify that the claim is directed to a 
fluid-transfer plate that comprises: (I) a valve plate provided with a through-bore and comprising 
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recesses and (2) a protector comprising protuberant ends that are associable with the recesses in 
the valve plate and that are fixed to the valve plate by means of a sealing joint. The protector 
comprises at least one sensor cavity configured for receiving an inductive sensor, but the 
inductive sensor is not positively recited as part of the fluid-transfer plate. Thus, Applicant 
respectfully asserts that Claim 1 1 as amended is not unclear under § 1 12, second paragraph as it 
is clearly directed to a fluid-transfer plate and not to a combination of a fluid-transfer plate and a 
sensor. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests the Examiner to withdraw the rejection of 
Claim 1 1 under § 1 12, second paragraph. 

Independent Claim 15 has been amended to remove the phrase "particularly applicable." 
In addition. Applicant has amended Claim 15 to clarify that the claim is directed to an inductive 
sensor and fluid pump assembly, wherein the assembly comprises: (1) the inductive sensor and 
(2) the fluid pump, which comprises a valve plate. Thus, Applicant respectfully asserts that 
Claim 1 5 as amended is not unclear under § 1 12, second paragraph as it is clearly directed to an 
assembly of an inductive sensor and a fluid pump. Accordingly, Apphcant respectfully requests 
the Examiner to withdraw the rejection of Claim 15 under § 1 12, second paragraph. 

C. Rejection of Claims 1-19 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a^ 

The Examiner rejected Claims 1-8, 10-12, 14-17, and 19 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being obvious in light of Schwarz in view of Hvilsted. In addition, the Examiner rejected Claims 
9, 13, and 18 as being obvious in light of Schwarz in view of Hvilsted and fiirther in view of 
David. 

Independent Claim 1 has been amended to recite that the fluid-transfer plate is provided 
with a sealing joint, and the protector is fixed between the sealing joint and the valve plate. 
Applicant respectfully asserts that the casing 222 of David and the non-magnetic material 19 of 
Hvihtead, which the Examiner asserts are similar to the protector recited in Claim 1, are not 
fixed between a sealing joint and a valve plate, and there is no suggestion in the cited references 
to include such structure. Thus, because the cited prior art does not disclose or suggest each and 
every element of Claim 1, Applicant respectfiiUy requests the Examiner to withdraw the rejection 
ofClaiml under § 103(a). 
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In addition, independent Claim 1 1 has been amended to recite that (1) the valve plate 
comprises recesses for fixing the protector and (2) the protector comprises protuberant ends. The 
protector is fixed to the valve plate by means of a sealing joint, and the protuberant ends are 
associable with the recesses in the valve plate. The cited prior art does not disclose a valve plate 
comprising recesses for fixing a protector and a protector that has protuberant ends that are 
associable with the recesses. For example, David discloses a casing 222 that has an axial portion 
that extends in an axial direction relative to a wall of combustion member appendage 254, but 
this axial portion is not associable with a recess formed in the wall. Accordingly, because the 
prior art does not disclose or suggest each and every element of Claim 11, Applicant respectfiiUy 
requests the Examiner to withdraw the rejection of Claim 1 1 under § 103(a). 

Independent Claim 15 has been amended to recite that (1) the valve plate comprises 
recesses for fixing the protector and (2) the protector comprises protuberant ends. The protector 
is configured such that outer surfaces of the protuberant ends arc aligned with an outer surface of 
the valve plate. The cited prior art does not disclose these features. For example. Figure 2 of 
Hvilsted shows the non-magnetic material 19 as having an inner surface that is flush with an 
inner surface of cylinder wall 11, but the outer surface of material 19 is not aligned with the 
outer surface of wall 11. In addition. Figure 22 of David shows casing 222 within the wall of 
combustion member appendage 254, but an outer surface of the axial portion of casing 222 is not 
aligned with an outer surface of appendage 254. Accordingly, because the prior art does not 
disclose or suggest each and every element of Claim 15, Applicant respectfiiUy requests the 
Examiner to withdraw the rejection of Claim 15 under § 103(a). 

Dependent Claims 2-8 depend from independent Claim 1 and include all of the 
recitations of Claim 1 and any intervening claims plus their additional recitations that fiirther 
distinguish the art applied in the rejection. For at least the reasons set forth above with respect to 
independent Claim 1, dependent Claims 2-8 are patentable over the references cited as such 
dependent claims now depend from an allowable base claim. Accordingly, Applicant 
respectfully requests the Examiner to withdraw the rejection of dependent Claims 2-8 under § 
103(a). In addition, dependent Claim 12 depends from independent Claim 1 1 and includes all of 
the recitations of Claim 1 1 and its additional recitations that fixrther distinguish the art applied in 
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the rejection. For at least the reasons set forth above with respect to independent Claim 11, 
dependent Claim 12 is patentable over the references cited as this dependent claim now depends 
from an allowable base claim. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests the Examiner to 
withdraw the rejection of dependent Claim 12 under § 103(a). 

D. New Dependent Claim 20 

Applicant has added new dependent Claim 20, which depends from independent Claim 1. 
Exemplary support for new dependent Claim 20 can be found in Figure 3. In addition, 
dependent Claim 20 depends from independent Claim 1 and includes all of the recitations of 
Claim 1 and additional recitations that further distinguish the art applied in the rejection. For at 
least the reasons set forth above with respect to independent Claim 1, Applicant submits that 
dependent Claim 20 is patentable over the references cited. 

E. Conclusion 

It is not believed that extensions of time or fees for net addition of claims are required, 
beyond those that may otherwise be provided for in documents accompanying this paper. 
However, in the event that additional extensions of time are necessary to allow consideration of 
this paper, such extensions are hereby petitioned under 37 CFR § 1.136(a), and any fee required 
therefor (including fees for net addition of claims) is hereby authorized to be charged to Deposit 
Account No. 16-0605. 

Applicant appreciates the Examiner's carefiil consideration of this application and would 
welcome a telephone conference with the Examiner to expedite the processing of the patent 
application. Applicant's attorney, Meredith Struby, may be reached directly at (404) 881-4626. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/Meredith W. Struby/ 

Meredith W. Struby 
Regisfration No. 54,474 
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